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First Geneial Counsel’s Report

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED Federal Disclosure Reports
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED None

I  INTRODUCTION

The complaint in this matter focuses on contributions accepted by, and made to and
through, GSP Consulting Corporation PAC and John Dick, 1n his official capacity as treasurer
(“GSP PAC"), the separate segiegsted fund of GSP Consulting Corporation (“GSP™), a political
consulting firm, as well as on alleged excessive contnbutions made to and accepted by Santorum
2006 and Gregg R Melinson, 1n his official capacity as treasurer (“Santorum 2006™) According
to the complaint, John Dick and Joseph Kuklis, GSP principals, and Charles Hammel, the
president of a GSP client, allegedly made, and GSP PAC accepted, excessive contributions, and
GSP or GSP PAC may have improperly solicited Hammel, who 18 outside of GSP's 1estncted
class, for his contnbution The complaint also alleges that GSP, a corporation, may have
improperly facilitated earmarked contnibutions to federal candidates through GSP PAC from GSP
chients and therr officials *

In addition, the complaint alleges that GSP PAC and Houston Harbaugh Legisiatve
Services PAC and Giegory Harbaugh, 1n his official capacity as treasurer (“HHLS PAC”), the
separate segregated fund of Houston Habaugh Legislative Services (“HHLS"™), a “joint ventwie”
between GSP and the law firm Houston Harbaugh, P C, failed to report their affiliation, and, as
affilhated committees, made an excessive contribution to Santorum 2006 Finally, it alleges that
Sean McDonald, CEO of a GSP chent, made, and Santorum 2006, accepted, an excessive

contnbution

' Specifically, the complaint alleges that GSP may have improperly solxited contributions from Sean

McDonald and James Ciminio, oftx.ials of GSP clients, nd GSP client Pittsburgh Aiwrport Area Chamber ot
Commerce ("PAACC™) Commssion tilings reflect that PAACC's political action commuttee (“PAACC PAC™), a
1egistered committes, and not PAACC, made the contributions
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GSP, GSP PAC, HHLS PAC, Dick, Kuklis, Hammel and McDonald are all represented by
the same counsel, who filed a joint response on his chients’ behalf (“Joint Response’™) While
conceding that “a number of other violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
did inadvertently occur,” the Joint Response denies the bulk of the complaint's allegations
Santorum 2006 also filed a response stating 1t did not knowingly accept contnbutions from the
putatively affiliated PACs and returned any potentially excessive contributions upon learning of
the possible violation 2

As set forth 1n more detail below, we recommend that the Commuission find no reason to
believe that McDonald made, o1 Santoium 2006 knowingly accepted, an excessive contnbution
fiom McDonald or the putative affiliated PACs As to the other allegations, an investigation
appews to be warranted Thetefore, we recommend that the Commussion find reason to believe
Dick, Kukhs and Hammel made, and GSP PAC accepted, excessive contributions, GSP PAC
solicited Hammel's contnbution from outside GSP’s restricted class, GSP solicited and
facilitated client contnbutions to or that flowed through GSP PAC from outside GSP's restricted
class, and that GSP PAC and HHLS PAC failed to disclose their affiliated status, and, as

Jffihated committees, made excessive contiibutions to Santorum 2006

I.. DISCUSSION
A. Excessive Contributions to GSP PAC
l Fucts

GSP principals John Dick and Joseph Kuklis, and Chazles Hammel, president of a GPS

chient, each admittedly contributed 1n excess of $5,000 to GSP PAC in 2005 See Attachment 1

1 Cimunto and PAACC have not hied responses  See footnote 1
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and Jomt Response at 11 * In 2005, Dick's, Kuklis’, and Hammel's total contnbutions to GSP
PAC were $14,000, $11,800, and $15,000, respectively Additionally, on January 3, 2005, Kukhs
and Dick each contrnibuted $1,500 to HHLS PAC, putatively affiliated with GPS PAC  See
discussion infra

According to the Joint Response, prior to 2005, GSP PAC had separate federal and
nonfederal accounts Joint Response at S-6 On Apnl 16, 2005, GSP PAC changed banks and
decided to use only one account for both federal and nonfederal funds “to streamline operations "
Id Pnor to this consolidation, Dick and Kukhis had made contnibutions to the separate federal
and non-federal accounts, there are no contnbution limits for state election activity under
Pennsylvama law Id, see also 25 Pa Stat Ann § 3524 After the consohdation, not reahizing
that the combined account was now subject to federal contnbution hmts, Dick (who was also
GSP PAC'’s treasurer) and Kukhs continued to make contributions for both federal and state
election activity “under the mistaken belief that contnibutions they made to GSP PAC to be used
in connection with Pennsylvania state races were still subject to Pennsylvania law and therefore
could be made without limit” Joint Response at 6 The aggregated reported contnbutions by
Kuklis and Dick to GSP PAC first exceeded the contribution limits on July 21, 2005, three
months after the fedeial and nonfederal accounts were consolidated See Attachment 1

The Joint Response states that “[o]n January 16, 2006, GSP PAC'’s assistant treasurer
began to prepare the PAC’s 2005 Year-End Report™ and discovered the excessive contnbutions
Jont Response at 6-7 GSP PAC refunded $10,000 to Hammel the next day, leaving msufficient

funds for further refunds Id at 7, see GSP PAC 2006 Apnl Quarterly Report Refunds to

' Dick and Kuklis are refesred to as establishing GSP and as “principals”™ of GSP in the Joint Response  See
also www gspeopsulting com. which refers to them as having co-founded GSP  The Pennsylvama Department ot
State’s on-line corporation database does not contamn their exact titles or positions, and we do not currently know this
nformation
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Kuklis and Dick were made 1n January and February of 2006 once solicitations made to GSP’s
restrnicted class resulted in sufficient funds Joint Response at 7, see Attachment 1 On March 7,
2006, GSP PAC again switched banks, as reflected on the amended Statement of Orgamzation
filed on March 17, 2006, and “believed that 1t had taken all of the steps necessary to come back
mto comphance with FECA” and prevent future excess contributions  Joint Response at 8
2  Anpalyns

Pursuantto 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1XC), no person may make a contribution to a political
commuttee, which includes a separate segregated fund (“SSF”), 1n any calenda year, which in the
aggregate, exceeds $5,000 11 CFR § 100 5(b) Dick, Kuklis and Hammel each admtted to
making contnibutions exceeding $5,000 to GSP PAC in 2005, Joint Response at 11, and GSP
PAC knowingly received these excessive contnbutions ¢ Although the fasture to consider the
implications of the consolidation of GSP PAC's federal and non-federal accounts appears
caieless, we have no evidence indicating that theie was any intention to exceed the federal limts,
and GSP PAC discovered and remedied the enor on 1ts own 3 Moreover, the objective facts

appear to support the Joint Response’s veision of what occurred

‘ Although GSP PAC claims 1t did not knowingly receive excessive contnbutions, it seems to have confused

“knowingly” with “Anowing and willtul™ as it admits to recesving such contributions Joint Response at 11  Since
athilsated committees are subject to the contiibution lumits for a single commuitee, 2 U S C § 441a(a)($), it GSP
PAC and HHLS PAC are athliated, see discussion imfia, the $1,500 contributions by both Kukiis and Dick to HHLS
PAC would ta1se the total amount ot their 2005 contributions to GSP PAC to $13,300 and $15.500, respectively
The exceasive contitbutions by Dick, Kullis and Hammel do not quality for reattnbution undes 11 CFR § 103 3(3)
bevause they aie not joum contibutions

? The Repoits Analysis Division sent an RFAI to GSP PAC on February 8, 2006 concerning these excessive
contnbutions GSP PAC responded that 1t had already retunded the excessive contisbutions and enclosed copies ot
the 1efund chechs

¢ An amended Siatement ot Organization hled by GSP PAC on Apnil 26, 2005 ieflects a ditferent bank than
the one on its onginal Staement of Orgamization  GSP PAC's FEC hlings for 2005, duning the ume penod GSP
PAC claims 1t had one account for both federal and nontederal tunds, show 26 non-earmai ked contributions from
GSP PAC uteelt w state and local candidates totaling $18.518, there are no reported contnibutions in GSP PAC's
FEC 1eponts to state and local candidates betore the cluimed account consolidation in 2004 or after the accounts weie
dgain sepdrated in 2006
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Accordingly, we recommend the Commussion find reason to believe that John Dick,
Joseph Kuklss, and Charles Hammel each violated2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)(C) by making excessive
contnbutions to GSP PAC, and that GSP PAC violated 2 U S C § 441a(f) by knowingly

accepting these excessive contnbutions
B. Solatation From Outside GSP’s Restricted Class and Corporate Facilitation
of Contributions
1 Facts

The complaint alleges, and the Joint Response confirms, that Hammel, who 1s
president of a GSP client, was solicited from outside the GSP’s restricted class The complaint
also alleges, based on lobbying reports filed by GSP, that GSP may have used corporate
1esources to facilitate contnibutions to federal candidates from othe: client sources, specifically
fiom Sean McDonald, CEO of chient Precision Therapeutics, James Cimumo, Director of
Technology for chent YMCA of Pittsburgh, and client PAACC The complaint attaches a news
aticle that teports that GSP principal John Dick, when asked if he “suggests to his chients that
they contiibute money,” replied, “Sure, 1t 13 an unfortunately big part of 1t It 15 definitely 1n
our intexest to support candidates that care about out projects and 1deas * Carme Budoff, From
staff to lobbyist The ties that bind, The Philadelphia Inquirer, Apr 17, 2006, at 1 (Ellipses in
onginal)

The Jont Response states that Hammel’s $15,000 “contubution to GSP PAC was made
in 1esponse to a communication 4 GSP PAC official mistakenly sent him and that, accordingly,
GSP PAC 1nadvertently solicited a contnibution from an individual outside the PAC’s restncted
class ™ Joint Response at 11-12 As discussed supra, GSP PAC retumned the excessive portion
($10,000) of Hammel's contnbution apptoximately two months aftex 1ts receipt, but returned the

remaining $5,000 approximately five months later when it “learmed for the first tme” of the
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allegation of accepting contributions from people outside the firm from a Roll Call reporter
Joint response at 8, see Tory Newmyer, Lobbying Firm Broke PAC Rules, Roll Call, May 3,
2006, at 1 (attached to complaint), GSP PAC 2006 July Quarterly Report GSP “emphatically
demes that 1t used corporate resources to facilitate contnbutions to federal candidates,” and
points out that GSP PAC filed conduit reports with the Commussion Joint Response at 13-14 It
states that the 1eported assertion by Dick, who also serves as GSP PAC'’s treasurer, 18 “nothing
moie than a genenc statement that GSP PAC has made contributions—both in-kind and by
check—to federal candidates ™ Id
2  Anlyss
4 Solicitations outside the jestncted class

A corpotation may establish an SSF to provide a vehicle through which the corporation
and 1ts personnel can participate in the political process See2 U S C § 441b(b)(2XC),
ILCFR § 114 5(d), Campaign Guide for Corporations and Labor Orgamizations, at 7 (SSFs me
a way “in which a corporation ot labor umon may legally participate in federal election
activities™) A corporation’s stockholders, executive and admimistrative peisonnel and therr
1espective farmlies, o1 those of an aftiliated organization, make up 1ts 1estricted class 2USC
§ 441b(b)(4)(A)(1), 11 CFR §§ 114 1(), 114 5gX1)’

The Act and the Commission’s regulations prohibit corporations and then SSFs from
soliciting contibutions to the SSF from outside the corporation’s 1estricted class 2USC
§ 441b(b)(4)A)1). 11 CFR § 114 5(gX1) While unsolicited contributions from outside the

1estricted class may be accepted by a SSF, informing potential outside contnbutors that

1 A corporation may also make twice yeaily written solicitations to 1ts employees who are not part ot the

iesutedclaas 11 CFR § 114 6 These solicitations are smictly hmited to current employees of the corporation
i
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unsolicited contnbutions may be accepted constitutes solicitation and 1s prohibited 11 CFR
§ 114 5(;), Explanation and Justification for Part 114, HR Doc No 95-44, at 109
(1977)X"Informung persons of the nght to accept such solicitations 18, however, prohibited ™),
Campaign Guide for Corporations and Labor Org , at 21 (2001)citing AO 1983-38 (Du Pont))

The Joint Response states that GSP PAC 1inadvertently solicited a contnbution from a
petson outside of 1ts restricted class, claiming that GSP chent Hammel's contrtbution was made
in 1esponse to 2 commumcation — which was not provided - mistakenly sent to him by a GSP
PAC official Joint Response at 11-12,ciing 11 CFR § 114 5(h) That regulation, which
provides that an inadvertent solicitation by a corporation’s SSF 13 not a violation if the SSF “used
its best efforts to comply with” the regulations and if the SSF corrected “the method of
solicitation  forthwith after the discovery of such enoneous solicitation,” was onginally
designed to excuse inadvertent solicitations fiom forme: stockholders and corpoate personnel
who may have sold their stock or left employment just prior to the solicitation, not solicitations
of individuals who were never part of the corporation’s restnicted class See Explanation and
Justfication for Part 114, HR Doc No 95-44, at 108 (1977)accidental or inadvertent
solicitations mdy occur due to “sales of stock o tumover of employees or membess of a
corporation ™) Even if the 1egulation 18 broad enough to cover an inadvertent solicitation to
someone who was never a member of 4 coiporation’s restucted class, the fact that several other
GSP chents o1 their officials also made contributions to or through GSP PAC, as discussed
below, appears to warrant an investigation whether Hammel’s contiibution was, as claimed, an
inadvertent, 1solated instance of a solicitation beyond GSP’s restnicted class

We have 1ieviewed GSP PAC's lilings, which show sixteen contributions, most of them
not uddressed 1n the complaint, to or flowing through GSP PAC, that appear to have come from

outside of GSP’s restnicted class, over half from known GSP client entities and individuals that
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are officers or directors of GSP clients * See Attachment 2, GSP PAC Receipts — Outside
Restricted Class These contributions, which include Hammel's contnbution of $15,000, total
$23,567 and were made dunng 2004 and 200S The number of contnbutors dunng this ime
penod from outside GSP’s restricted class 18 four times the number of contnbutors from within
the 1estnicted class, which may indicate that GSP proffeied to its lobbying or other corporate
chents the use of 1ts SSF to deliver their contnbutions to federal candidates Several of these
contnbutions from outside the restricted class appear to have been made within a short ume
peiod, for the same amount, and in some cases, to the same candidates See 1d

A corporation may only sohicit earmarked contnbutions to federal candidates that aze to
flow through 1ts SSF from within its 1estncted class 11 CFR §§ 114 2(f(2)(1)(earmarked
contubutions solicited by the corporation must be treated as contuibutions to and by the SSF),
114 5(g)(1Xa corporation and 1ts SSF may only solicit contnibutions to the SSF from its restuicted
class) The number of contnbutions to or flowing through its SSF fiom outside GSP’s restnicted
class, particulaily given the high ratio of outside contributors to restricted class contnibutots,
provides a basis to investigate the circumstances under which such contitbutions, including
Hammel's, were made, in order to ascertamn if they were impermissibly sohicited

b Corporate Facihitation

The complaint’s corporate facilitation count focuses on earmarked contnibutions fiom

GSP client PAACC PAC and officials of two other GCP clients, Sean McDonald and James

Cimino A corporation, including its office:s, directors o other representatives acting as

' Thaee of these contiibutions, totaling $500, are from the PAACC PAC, which s the SSF of the PAACC, a

GSPchent Anothes 1s from the Pittaburgh Futme PAC, and may consist of proceeds from a joint tundraises  See
Attachment2 Moast ot the tilings showing the carmasked contnibutions 1n the itenmzed receipts section contain the
memo enties “torwarded by original check.” “torwarded in the form of onginal checl.,” or similar wnding Besides

the lobbying reports aitached o the complant, a partial hst of GSP chients may be found on 1ts webmite,
www gpconsuliung com
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corporate agents, ts prohibited from facilitating the making of contributions to federal candidates
or pohtical commuttees other than to the corporation’s own SSF 11 CFR § 114 2(fX1)
Facilitation includes using corporate resources for fundraising in connection with any federal
election /d Examples of corporate facilitation include using & corporate list of clients who are
not 1n the restricted class to solicit contnbutions or distnbuting mwvitations to a fundraser unless
the corporation receives advance payment for the fair market value of the hist, another example 1s
soliciting earmarked contnbutions for a candidate to be collected and forwaded by the
corpoiation’s SSF, unless those contnbutions are also treated as contnibutions to and by its SSF
11 CFR §§ 114 2(f(2))XC), (in) As discussed supra, a corporation may only solicit
ecamaked contnbutions to be collected or forwmded by 1ts SSF 1f 1t also treats those solicitations
as solicitations to the SSF, which in tum means those solicitations must be limited to the
corpotation’s 1estricted class 11 CFR §§ 114 2(f)(2)(11), 114 5(gX1) Thus, a corporation
may not solicit persons outside 1ts restncted class for earmarked contnbutions that are collected
o1 foowazded by 1ts SSF, even 1f the contnibutions are not deposited in the SSF's account
11 CFR §§ 114 2(f)(2)(in), 114 5(g)(1), Corporate and Labor Orgamzation Activity, 60 Fed
Reg 64259, 64265 (Dec 14, 1995)

As noted previously, theie are a numbe: of earmarked contributions that flowed through
GSP PAC that emanated from GSP clients o1 their associated personnel, persons outside the
restiicted class  We do not know the clicumstances under which these conduit contnbutions
came to GSP PAC However, it seems unlikely that a numbe: of GSP’s clients o1 then
associated personnel, meiely by chance and without being informed of the SSF’s ability to accept
unsolicited contributions, for warded earmarked contiibutions through GSP PAC  As noted, the

ratio of known clients contributing fiom outside the restncted class to those contnibutors from
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within the restricted class 1s 2 1 for 2004 and 2005 ® Thus, an mvestigation 18 warranted to
examne whether GSP may have used its chient hist to target and solicit potential contnbutors for
earmarked contributions, and then collected and forwarded their contnbutions through GSP
PAC, as well as whether GSP facilitated other contributions directly to GSP PAC, and whether
GSP principals John Dick and Joseph Kuklis consented to such facilitation

Therefare, we recommend the Commussion find reason to believe that GSP PAC (in the
case of Hammel) and GSP solicited contnibutions to or flowing through GSP PAC from outside
GSP's 1estricted class in violation of 2U S C § 441b(bX4)XA)1) We also recommend the
Commission find reason to believe that GSP facihitated the making of contnbutions to GSP PAC
in violaion of 2U S C § 441b(a), and that John Dick and Joseph Kuklis violated2 US C
§ 441(b)(a) by consenting to such facilitation

C. Apparent Failure to Report Affiation Between GSP PAC and HHLS PAC
and Alleged Excessive Contribution to Santorum 2006

1 Facts
HHLS, a hmited hability company, was formed as a joint venture between GSP and the
Houston Harbaugh law firm, both Pennsylvania corporations, in October 2002, HHLS PAC was
its SSF Joint Response at 8-9 ' GSP assumed the entire interest of HHLS on December 21,
2005 Joint Response at9n2 HHLS PAC's Statements of Oigamzation did not disclose any
affiliation with GSP or GSP PAC, and GSP PAC’s Statements of Orgamzation hikewise did not

1eflect any affiliation with HHLS or HHLS PAC

’ This 15 2 lower ratio than the number ot overall contnbutors fiom outside the restricted class to those within
the restricted class for this ume penod because 1t s unknown whether additional outside contnibutors are chents -

information we will attempt to discover during the investigation Nevertheless, the number of hknown clients
contnibuting to GSP PAC u double that of GSP's personnel

b "The law hrm did not have its own SSF  HHLS PAC termnated on March 22, 2006
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GSP PAC admuts, and its chsclosure reports show, that it contubuted a total of $4,100 to
Santorum 2006 ($2,000 designated to the pnmary election, $2,000 designated to the general
election and a $100 mn-kind contnbution) Joint Response at 1I0n3 HHLS PAC also admits,
and 1ts dasclosure reports show, that it contnibuted a total of $1,500 1n undesignated contributions
to Santorum 2006 Joint Response at 10 n3 Thus, the combined contrnibutions to Santorum
2006 from GSP PAC and HHLS PAC total $5,600

2 Anmlyms

A committee must disclose its affihated commattee’s or connected orgamization’s name,
addiess and 1elationship on its Statement of O1gamization 2US C § 433(b)(2) “Assuming
without conceding that GSP PAC and HHLS PAC quahfy as affihated commttees,” both admt
that they did not notify the Commssion of their “putative affihiated status ” Joint Response at 12

Affihated commuttees include SSFs estabhished, financed, maintained o1 contiolled by the
same corporation, person or group of persons, including any parent, subsidiary, branch, division,
depaitment o1 local umt theseof 11 CFR § 100 5(g)(2) Commuttees also may be affiliated if
ceitain other factors aremet See 11 CFR §§ 110 3(a)2)«(3) Although the PACs do not
wholly concede their affiliation, 1t 18 clear they were affiliated at least from December 21, 2005,
when GSP assumed the entize interest of HHLS, see Joint Response at 9 n 2, until HHLS PAC
teiminated 1n March 2006 While we have not located any public information concerning
HHLS's ownership percentages and financing outside these dates, because Kuklis and Dick were
simultaneously officeis or directois of both GSP and HHLS, Joint Response at 9, theie are
sutficient grounds to investigate whether the two PACs were affilated at the ime of their
contubutions to Santorum 2006, which occurred pnor to December 2005 See AOs (discussing
affiliation cntena) 2001-18 (Cingular Wneless), 1997-13 (USA PAC), 1992-17 (Du Pont
Merck), 1979-56 (Brunswick)
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Affilhiated commuttees are subject to the contnbution limits that apply to a single
committee under2 US C § 441a(a)(1) 2US C § 441a(a)(S) In 2005, the PAC contnbution
himat was $2,100 per election, making $4,200 the total contnbution himit from affiliated
committees to a Senate candidate for the 2006 pnmary and general elections See
2USC §44la(c) The two PACs admit that if they were affihiated, they “together contnbuted
in excess of the maximum amount permitted by 2U S C § 441a(a)(1)and 11 CFR § 110 1(a)
to Santorum 2006” by a combined total of $1,400 ' Joint Response at 12 Had esther GSP PAC
o1 HHLS PAC been a multicandidate commuttee, they could have availed themselves of the
incteased contnibution limuts set forthin 2 US C § 441a(a)(2)(A) and avoided making an
excessive contribution, however, GSP PAC and HHLS PAC admut they do not qualify as
mulucandidate commttees under 11 CFR § 100 5(e)(3) since therr filings demonstrate they
each have had fewes than fifty contnbutors GSP PAC's and HHLS PAC's filings with the
Commussion show no other jointly excessive contnibutions

Based on the above, we recommend the Commssion find 1eason to behieve that GSP
PAC violated 2 U S C § 433(b)(2) by fasling to disclose its affihated status with HHLS PAC'2
and2U S C §441a(a)(1)XA) by contnbuting $5,600 to Santorum 2006, exceeding the
conttibution limts by $1,400 1

" Even unde: the presumptive tedesignation regulations, the contributions ae still excessive See 11 CFR
& 110 1(BXSXnXB). (C)

2 Accoirding to the Joint Response. GSP assumed all ot the assets and labihines of HHLS PAC when Houston
Hatbaugh, P C , assigned its entue interest in HHLS to GSP  Theselose, we are not recommending the Commussion
madke any findings concerning HHLS PAC at thus uime
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Political commuttees may not knowingly accept contnibutions in excess of the limits set
forthn2US C §441a(a)(1) In response to the complamnt, Santorum 2006 claimed that at the
time 1t accepted the contnbutions, it did not know the GSP PAC and HHLS PAC were affiliated
and noted that once 1t became awate of the putative affiliation and prior to the complant being
filed, 1t returned the $1,400 1n excess contnbutions to GSP PAC Santorum Response at 1 As
GSP PAC and HHLS PAC failed to disclose any affilinted status tn their Commussion filings, and
the contnbutions likely would not have appeated excessive on their face, we have no basis to
mfer Santorum 2006 knew 1t was accepting excessive contnbutions Therefore, we recommend
the Commussion find no 1eason to believe that Santorum 2006 violated 2 U S C § 441a(f) by
knowingly accepting an excessive contnbution

D. McDonald's Contribution to Santorum 2006

1 Facts

On July 7, 2004, Sean McDonald gave a $2,000 contnibution to GSP PAC that was
eamatked for Santotum 2006 See GSP PAC's 2004 October Quaiterly Report The 2004
October Quarteily Repoit for Santorum 2006 shows a $2,000 contribution received from
McDonald on August 4, 2004 The complaint alleges these 1eports show McDonald made two
contiibutions, for a total of $4,000, to Santoium 2006 for the pumaiy election The Joint
Response states that there was actually only one contribution of $2,000 earmarked to Santorum
2006 that flowed thiough GSP PAC and that was 1eported by both GSP PAC and Santoium
2006, 1eflecting “both ends of the same transaction ” Joint Response at 13

2 Analyns
The contnibution limit for the 2003-2004 election cycle was $2,000 per election 2USC

§441a(a)(1XA) Commussion 1ecords confirm that McDonald made only one $2,000
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contibution to Santorum 2006 1n 2004 '* Therefore, we recommend the Commuission find no
reason to believe Sean McDonald viclated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive
contribution to Santorum 2006 and no reason to believe that Santorum 2006 knowingly violated
2 U S C § 441a(f) by accepting an excessive contribution from McDonald, and close the file
with tespect to Santoium 2006 As McDonald 1s part of the GSP client group that contnibuted to
or through GSP PAC, we recommend that, pending an mvestigation, the Commasion not close
the file as to him, but 1ather take no other action at this tme with respect to the allegations
concerming the ciicumstances of his contribution to Santorum 2006 through GSP PAC We also
1ecommend the Commuission take no action at this time as to Cimimio and the PAACC PAC with

1espect to the allegations concerming the cncumstances of theiwr contitbutions tuough GSP PAC

Iv. RECOMMENDATIONS

1 Find 1eason to beheve that John Dick violated 2 U S C § 441a(a){1XC) by
making excessive contnbutions to GSP PAC

" McDonald made the ontribution on July 7, 2004, but it was not reported as received by Santorum 2006
until Auguat 4, 2004 While GSP PAC was required to forward the emsmarked contnbution within ten days, the
memaeandum entry attached 10 the 2004 October Quartesly Report shows it was “torwarded 1n the form of onginal
chech on 7/12/2004 ™ This indicates the delay in delivery of the contribution likely occurred in transit
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2 Find reason to beheve that Joseph Kukhs violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)}(1)C) by
making excessive contnbutions to GSP PAC

3 Find reason to belicve that Charies Hammel violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)(C) by
maling excessive contributions to GSP PAC

4 Find reason to believe that GSP Consulting Corporation PAC and John Dxck, 1n
his official capacity as treaswier, violated 2 U S C § 441a(f) by knowingly
accepting excessive contributions

5 Find reason to believe that GSP Consulting Corporation and GSP Consulting
Corporation PAC and John Dick, in his official capacity as treasurer, violated
2U S C § 441b(bX4)XA)X1) by soliciting contnbutions to GSP Consulting
Corporation PAC fiom outside GSP Consulting Corporation’s 1estricted class

6 Find 1eason to believe that GSP Consulting Corporation violated2US C
§ 441b(a) by facilitating the making of contributions

7 Find reason to beheve that John Dick violated 2 U S C § 441b(a) by consenting
to GSP Consulting Corporation facilitating the making of contnbutions

8 Find 1eason to behieve that Joseph Kuklis violated 2 U S C § 441b(a) by
consenting to GSP Consulting Corporation facihtatng the making of
contibutions

9 Find 1eason to believe that GSP Consulting Corporation PAC and John Dick, in
his official capacity as treaswier, violated 2 U S C § 433(b)(2) by failing to
disclose 1ts affihation with Houston Habaugh Legislative Services PAC and
Giegory Haibaugh, in s official capacity as treasuter

10  Find1eason to believe that GSP Consulting Corporation PAC and John Dick, 1n

11

12

13

14

his official capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1X(A) by making an
excessive contitbution 1n conjunction with an affiliated entity

Find no reason to believe that Santorum 2006 and Gregg R Mehnson, in his
official capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U S C § 441a(f) by knowingly accepting
an excessive contiibution, and close the file as to Santorum 2006

Find no reason to behieve that Sean McDonald violated 2 U S C § 441a(a)(1)(A)
by making an excessive contnibution to Santorum 2006

Take no other action at this time concerning Sean McDonald, and take no action

at this ume conceming James Ciminio and the Pittsburgh Airport Area Chamber
of Comme:ce

Appiove the attached Factual and Legal Analyses
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15 |
16  Approve the appropnate letters
2/5/e7 s L Zteaus
Date Susan L
Assistant General Counsel




